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| Dear Sin 

| Tn response to the Examiner's Answer mailed February 1 6 f 2006, Appellant requests that the 

o following remarks be considered by the Examiner: 
p 



C5 
< 

a 

5 

era 

tn 

2 

X 



PAGE 4/6 « RCVD AT 4/17/2006 2:54:48 PM [Eastern Dayl^ht Time] * SVRjUSPTO-EFXRF-3/12 * DraS:27»300 4 CSID: 17349 13C007 * DURATION {mm-ss):02-32 



RPR-17-E006(M0N) 14:53 GIFFORD KRflSS 



(FAX) 1 73d91 36007 



P. 005/006 



Serial No. 10/626,041 - 2 - 60417aka 

| With respect 10 the Examiner's response lo "argument" section on page 5 of the Answer, the 

~ Examiner argues that "[Schiller] is capable of performing the intended use ♦ . /' Appellant disagrees. 
8 

£ Note that the angle Alpha in Figure 1 of the *578 patent is greater than 90 degrees. Thus, even if the 

§ 

Z lower portion (20) of Schuler were misconstrued to define an aperture, and even i f the upper portion 18 

| were misconstrued to be a "bent lip" the structure is not capable of performing the intended function, 

£ since it would slip off of any surface from which the device is hung. Appellant further disagrees that 
o 

e Appellant's use of "configured" merely conveys intended use, since "configured" also conveys 

H structural limitations insofar as the article is physically configured. 

g With regard to claim 5, the Exami ner advances the new argument that the fcfc uppcr lip" of Schuler 

£ provides a friction [sic] force since any surface provides Motion unless being made of anti-friction 

| material. Apart from being convoluted, this argument is backwards. Appellant's claim includes a 

g surface or a Feature to enfutnee friction or holding capability. This is not the same as simply relying on 

| an existing material. Tn any case, given the angle Alpha in the Schuler article, hanging capability is 

Z defeated 

E Based on the foregoing comments, Appellant believes all pending claims continue to be in 

condition for allowance and Appellant seeks the Board's concurrence at this time. 
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